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accounts for almost half the expenditure revealed by the US survey. National Health Service allocations generally do try to address the imbalance expressed in the "inverse care law," which states that medical care funding does not reflect local disease burden, 5 and there are signs of similar thinking in the United States too. Georgeson et al. 3 ask whether US big cities are "shortchanged." That some are seems indisputable but shortchanged "compared with what?"-with rural areas, with not so big cities? The title of a 2005 report from Trust for America's Health (funded by the Robert Woods Johnson Foundation) includes the word shortchanging too. 6 State-by-state statistics for federal funding show huge variations, just as the Big Cities Health Coalition found. To take an example from a mass of detailed state figures, the average allocation of Centers for Disease Control and Prevention dollars last year was $14.88 per head of population, but in Louisiana it was $142.75, whereas North Dakota picked up just $1.50. The latter state is healthier than the former, says the report, but one doubts whether the morbidity burden of the two differs by a factor as large as 100.
However health services are managed and funded, programs directed at the prevention of chronic illness must have a strong local element and the flexibility to reflect local demographics and specific problems. UK public health strategy recognizes that. 4 As Georgeson et al. 3 note, the low level of direct Federal funding for chronic disease prevention is a missed opportunity because prevention has to take advantage of the links that local health departments have access to. In any country, there will be debate about the balance to be struck between health funding from central sources compared with locally raised taxation, and the existence of a National Health Service does not make the United Kingdom immune from that debate in respect of disease prevention activities. But with variations as huge as those revealed in recent US surveys of big cities and states, 3, 6 the rationale behind some budgets, and locally channeled Federal allocations especially, is most perplexing.
